THE FIRST WORKS OF ART 


To state in other words that in the seventh century 
B.C. in Greece was the first time in the history of the 
world that "useless" man-made phenomena were created 
that were valued by Homo sapiens because of their in- 
trinsic qualities does not certainly mean that that 
was the first time in the history of the world that 

a man-made phenomenon was regarded by Homo sapiens 

as valuable because of particular qualities that that 
phenomenon possessed intrinsically. Prior to the end 
of the seventh century B.C. in Greece there existed 
works of art which even though they had been brought 
into existence to serve particular pragmatic/instru- 
mental ends were no longer valued because of their 
potentialities to serve those ends rather they were 
valued as useless phenomena and because of qualities 
that they possessed intrinsically. Consider for example 
the following progression: An object that is intended to 
serve a particular pragmatic/instrumental end (a weapon to be 
used to kill a particular kind of animal) is brought into exis- 
tence during generation one and utilized by the hunters of 
that generation to serve the end for which it was 
created. That weapon is inherited by generation two 
and assuming all other things being equal utilized 

by the hunters of that generation to serve the purpose 
for which it was created. If however all other things 
are not equal in generation number two (a better kind 
of weapon has been brought into existence to kill that 
particular kind of animal/the particular kind of ani- 
mal which the instrument in question was intented to 
kill is no longer to be found by the hunters of gener- 
ation number two/the members of generation number two 
have moved to a locality where the animal that the 
weapon was created to kill is not to be found, for 
example) is it not possible that the weapon in ques- 
tion would be kept by the hunters of generation number 
two and valued by them not because of what it can not 
do (kill a particular kind of animal) in generation 
number two but rather (1) because of what it could 
and did do in generation number one or (2) because 

of the fact that it was owned by a particular member 
of generation number one? Is it not possible in 

other words that such a weapon might be valued by 
members of generation number two not as a "useful" 
object rather as a "useful" object that is presently 
“useless''?---which does not mean that the weapon in 
question would be valued by all of the members of 
generation number two in the same manner or that it 
would be valued by some members of generation number 








